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Word List Report 


The criteria for determining whether two words with the same gloss are to be 
considered acceptably similar will continue to be based on the formula first 
presented at the December 1986 Survey mectings in Kathmandu. However, the 


following modifications to the criteria were recommended during our Bangkok 
meetings: 


1. Acceptable departures from the standard allowance of correspondences across 
the three categories should be permitted. Changes in the standard which follow 
the п<п>п or п?п<п directional pattern should be considered as equivalent to the 
original standard. For example, the standard for a word pair in which the 
longest word has six characters 15 3-2-1. Permitted deviations From this 
standard are 4-0-2 (or nén>n) and 2-4-0 (or апа. ) (For further explanation see 
the word list report submitted at the meetings. 


2. lt was decided not to apply the consistent correspondence rule in the strict 
sense of making an exhaustive search for all phonetically similar segments which 


correspond in three or more word pairs. Instead, the rule will be applied in 
the sense of adjusting the category of those correspondences which the linguist 
notices apart from a rigorous search. 1 брен 4st all such omh ca 


carrapindinces cell be reported, 
Loan Words and Synonyms. 


Besides the modifications in the criteria mentioned above, it was decided that 
there would be no separate formula for eliminating loan words from the word 
lists. Instead, the linguist should apply a rigorous elicitation procedure to 
increase the chances of obtaining more accurate and pure entries. 


To accomplish this goal the linguist should obtain two separate ward fists for 
each location. The second word list serves as a check on the first word list. 
In those cases where the first informant gives а different entry from the entry 
given for the same gloss by the second informant, the linguist should ask- the 
second informant to clarify the difference 


Our field experience has shown that two such word lists usually differ by five 
to ten percent. The differences are often the result of one informant giving an 
entry which belongs to a neighboring dialect or language of wider communication. 
Such entries should be dropped in favor of the entry which is said to be а true 
representative of the informant’s language. 


Another common cause For the five to ten percent differences in the word lists 
is the tendency for one informant to give synonyms ог near-synonyms during the 
elicitation. The linguist should inquire about the meanings of each entry when 
the informants give differing responses for the same gloss 


lf the informant Feels that two entries are appropriate for a single gloss then 
both entries should be retained as equally acceptable for that gloss. When 
comparing a double entry from one dialect against a single entry of a differing 
dialect, the word in the double entry which is most similar to the single entry 
should be selected for comparing to the single entry. It is important for the 
linguist to keep clear notes on his reasons for handling double entries the way 
he does in order to report on his decision-making process. 


wir 


Asia S.I.L. 
Languagé in Society 


Counting Phonologically 
Similar Words 


If the longer it should have and this and this many 
word of the . at least this many segments segments of 
pair has this many segments of Category 2 Category 3 
many segments of Category 1 

2 2 0 0 

3 2 1 0 

4 2 1 1 

5 3 1 1 

6 3 2 1 

7 4 2 1 

8 4 2 2 

9 5 2 2 

10 5 3 2 

11 6 3 2 

12 6 Э 3 
Category i 


a. phonetic segments match exactly if they are not vocoids 

b. vocoids match exactly or differ by only 1 phonetic feature 

c. phonetically similar segments (of the sort which frequently 
are found as allophones if in the same language) which 
correspond in at least 3 pairs of words 


Category 2 


all other phonetically similar pairs of segments which are, 
however, not supported by three or more pairs of words 


Category 3 
a. pairs of segments which are not phonetically similar 


(by a segment which is matched by no segment in the correspond- 
ing word 


CATEGORY ONE CATEGORY TWO CETEGORY 


Hoi aoa 


ГИ 


пору 


E (з сп яу эъ оо Ww о ло рз 
(д Т0 бэ тэ по мо ку уз улэ O 
© ко го Фа ру ра фа рз уз о о 


WORD LENGTE is determined by the length of the longest word in the pair 
Быз comparing, 


Y ONE includes the following possibilities: 
Exact matches (ed. Ъ/®, iyi ete) 
Vocoids which differ by only one phonological feature 
(еб. i/e, u/o, etc.) 


be considered category one: 


Jaganathapuram Koy: Chintoor Kove 
'ringernail! goru short 
Fane! godeli ghode2 
Weloth' i guda . chude 


PEGORY TWO consists of the following: 


ncluded in category one. 


2ncludes the following possibilities: 
Е. All non-P.s.s. -_ 
Б. When а centoid {ог vocoid) in one of the words being compared 

corresponding contoid (or vocoid) in the other wor 


correspondence is category three.) 


meu, Мера 
WORD LIST PEDORT Kathmancu, Кора: 
December 22,108. 


Kathy Cain 
David Narsi 


Steve К 


Phonetically similar segments (P.S.S.) which occur consistently an 
three or more word pair corresponéences, For exampie, the g/gh f 

4 А i F a сі sauts 
correspondences in the following entries from two Koya Cialects wou’: 


&. All other phonetically similar contoids or voccids which ere net 


(ес. The могі 
‘boy! is /peka/ іп Chintoor Koya and /pekal/ in Podia Koya. The 


